CENTER FOR LANGUAGE STUDIES (CLS)
There is considerable agreement among linguists that alongside the major types of grammatical constructs such as lexical heads, phrases, stems, derivational affixes, etc. there is a separate class of grammatical elements, commonly called clitics. On the negative side, these are characterized by the fact that they are not easily classifiable in terms of the morphological or syntactic notions listed above. On the positive side, however, their definition is a topic of much debate. As is to be expected, this uncertainty is the result of the fact that developments in the construction of the theory of syntax and morphology have not, so far, resulted in a framework within which clitics are straightforwardly accommodated and which would thereby yield clear-cut decisions about what is and what is not a clitic.
In a much cited dictum , Edward Sapir has characterized clitics as follows: 2 Enclisis is neither true suffixation nor juxtaposition of independent elements. It has the external characteristics of the former (including strict adherence to certain principles of order), the inner feeling of the latter. (Sapir 1930: 70 -71) In most accounts, this ambivalence in status is primarily related to the question whether clitics should be treated as affixes or as independent (free) syntactic forms. Theoretical developments in syntax and morphology have produced instruments of considerable sophistication which lead to further questions as to the status of clitics. For example, if clitics are syntactically independent elements, are they head-like or phrase-like? When clitics partake in movement-type dependencies, are these dependencies more like A-movement or like }-movement? On the other hand, if clitics are affixes, which type of affixes do they resemble most? Such more fine-grained classificatory criteria are helpful in formulating the question in a precise way, even if they have not necessarily resulted yet in a definitive theoretical characterization of the notion clitic. As will become clear below, the attempt to fit clitics into a framework defined in terms of such notions has thus far resulted in the impression that clitics constitute a rather hybrid category. There are two logical alternatives. Either the notion of clitic is a spurious concept, or they constitute a truly independent grammatical concept with properties that are largely sui generis. Both lines of thought are amply represented in the work of the past two decades as well as in the present volume.
Basically, then, the syntax of clitics has been providing us with a considerable challenge and still is. We are faced with a solid body of properties, many of them pretheoretical in nature, that hold of various subclasses of the category of clitics. If this means that a general theory of clitics is still lacking, it should be kept in mind, however, that the ability to ask precise questions about a syntactic or morphological phenomenon is an encouraging sign of theoretical progress.
Some relevant properties

Kayne's analysis of French clitics
One of the first major contributions to the analysis of clitics in generative grammar is found in Kayne 1975 , which is based on his unpublished 1969 dissertation. Kayne's central concern was establishing a coherent syntactic movement theory of clitics in which general constraints would do most of the work in explaining the major properties of French clitics. In order to do so, the basic analytical tools had to be developed. Many of the criteria for clitic status proposed by Kayne still underpin most of the work on clitics today. Let us summarize the main criteria established by Kayne. 3 
IDENTIFICATIONAL CRITERIA FOR CLITICS (i) Special position
Clitics appear in a position where the corresponding full phrase does not occur. Direct object clitics, for example, occur to the left of the finite verb, while full direct objects are on the right.
(1) a. Il a lu tous les articles.
he has read all the articles b. *Il a lu les (them) c.
Il les a lus.
(ii) Obligatoriness
As (1b) shows, the appearance in the special position is obligatory, as opposed to, e.g. the behavior of certain quantifiers.
(2) a. Il a lu tout (everything). b.
Il a tout lu.
(iii) Adjacency to V
The clitic must be adjacent to the verb, which constitutes its "host".
(3) a.
Elle va les apprécier beaucoup.
she will them appreciate much b. *Elle va les beaucoup apprécier c.
Elle va beaucoup les apprécier.
(iv) Obligatory presence of the verb
The clitic is dependent on the presence of its host verb, it cannot survive without it. The property listed in (iv) above may well be related to this fact as well, cf. note 5.
(vii) No conjunction
Clitics cannot be conjoined. Many of the issues addressed in the present volume will be of this nature. Elements are found in various languages that display a sufficient number of properties thought to be characteristic of clitics but that also deviate in certain ways. How can these be accommodated? Ultimately, the question is whether it is possible to establish a coherent and unified concept of clitic that allows for some epiphenomenal cross-linguistic variation in the way that clitics manifest themselves and behave under various syntactic conditions. Alternatively, it might turn out that there is no unified category of clitics, On this view, the apparent convergence of a number of properties would ultimately be a kind of mimicry in which fundamentally different creatures (for example affixes and syntactically independent functional categories) behave alike in a number of ways.
Some major phenomena
The property of clitics that has attracted the special interest of syntactic theorists is the fact that "they do not occur where we would expect them", that is, property (i) above. Within the generative paradigm, this translates into the question of whether some kind of movement is involved. From this question, a number of other questions immediately arise: is it really movement, is there always a trace, does the movement obey the general constraints on movement, is long distance movement possible, etc. Three issues of this type played a particularly prominent role in Kayne's book, and we will summarize them here.
(i) The clause mate restriction
The relative locality of movement processes has been a central issue in the establishment of a set of constraints on movement in general. Dependencies of the type found in passive constructions, for example, are known to be limited, by and large, to the simplex clause. Wh-movement-like processes, on the other hand, can apparently span long distances, but they can be broken down into series of successive cyclic steps that each span the domain of a single clause only.
With one class of exceptions, to be discussed under (ii) below, the relation between the position of a clitic and the position that the corresponding full phrase would occur in is tightly clause-bound. Rizzi calls these verbs restructuring verbs because, in conformity with other researchers studying similar phenomena, he argues that there is a process, restructuring, which turns a bi-clausal 9 structure into one that is, at least for the purposes of clitic placement, mono-clausal. Hence, these analyses are compatible with the assumption that the placement of clitics is fundamentally clausebound.
(iii) Clitic doubling
The complementary distribution of clitics and the corresponding full phrase, as found in French, constitutes a strong indication that movement is involved. Take the case of direct object clitics. Whenever the nominal element fulfilling the role of direct object happens to be a weak pronoun of the clitic type it must move to the verb. b.
*Duele la cabeza a Mafalda
The analysis of clause-boundedness, climbing and doubling constitutes a considerable challenge that any attempt at improving the theory of syntax must face. Most of the contributions in this volume address these issues in some way or another.
Zwicky's tests for affix status
In Kayne's work, the assumption that clitics are syntactically independent elements is not in itself a matter of debate. And to the extent that the theory of syntactic movement can be successfuly invoked to account for the properties of clitics, this position is strongly supported. Nevertheless, there are good reasons to investigate the relation between clitics and affixes in more detail. Zwicky (1977) presents a number of criteria for deciding whether a given grammatical formative is, or is not, an affix. Five such criteria are presented (Zwicky 1977: 2 -3) .
(i) Ordering
While many languages allow considerable variation in surface ordering among syntactic constituents, within the word ordering is strict. Whenever two affixes occur in alternative order, a precise difference in cognitive meaning is associated with the two orderings. As an example, consider the interaction of the causative suffix chi-and the reciprocal suffix naku-in Quechua as described in Muysken 1981: 305ff.
(21) a. maqa-chi-naku-rka-n beat CAUS RECP PL 3 'They let each other be beaten.'
'He is causing them to beat each other.'
Yet, in the same article Muysken describes the behavior of the delimitative nominal suffix la-('just', 'only') which is quite free in its positioning within the word (Muysken 1981: 295) .
kiki -la -n -kuna -la
Here the three forms apparently have the same meaning.
Be that as it may, this criterion does not yield any immediate conclusions for clitics such as those found in the Romance languages. Relevant examples might be constructed with dativeaccusative sequences like the following: (23) While both marginal, these two examples have the same meaning.
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(ii) Internal Sandhi
Certain phonological processes are typically limited to the domain of the word. So, if a bound morpheme is subject to such a process, we may conclude that it is an affix. But again, the test does not provided with unequivocal results in the case of clitics. As Kayne (1975: 85) According to Zwicky, morphemes that cannot occur in isolation, in other words bound morphemes, are affixal. To the extent that clitics cannot occur freely but must have a "host" that they attach to, they would have to be considered affixes. But the discussion above in connection with the Dutch examples in (12) and (13) has shown that it is far from clear that the presence of a host is a necessary condition for clitichood.
(iv) Construction with affixes
If a morpheme can occur internal to elements that are incontrovertibly analyzed as affixes, it must be an affix as well. Take an example from Dutch. Dutch, like German, has a class of so-called separable verbal prefixes. They are separable in that, for example, they are not moved along with the verb under such processes as verb second (V-to-C movement). An example is given in (29). (29) There are also inseparable verbal prefixes. A particularly interesting one is her-(re-).
(30) a. ...dat Jan het hoofdstuk her-leest (re-reads). b.
Jan her-leest het hoofdstuk. c.
*Jan leest het hoofdstuk her
Her-is special in that it can attach to verbs with a separable prefix. When it does, verb second can no longer apply in any form. In other words, a defective paradigm results.
(31) a. ...dat Jan het hoofdstuk her-in-deelt. b.
*Jan her-in-deelt het hoofdstuk c.
*Jan her-deelt het hoofdstuk in d.
*Jan deelt het hoofdstuk her-in. e.
*Jan het hoofdstuk her-in-deelt
The a-example would suggest, according to Zwicky's criterion, that the separable prefixes are true affixes. But the remaining examples show that the separable prefix retains some of the force of an independent syntactic element.
(v) Immunity to ellipsis
Zwicky suggests that processes of deletion under identity, conjunction reduction or right node raising cannot apply to stem+affix combinations. He cites the following examples (Zwicky 1977: 3) (32 In this respect, Modern Greek clitics differ from, for example, Spanish clitics. The latter do not affect stress, even when the combination of the verb with the clitics results in a stress pattern that is not a possible word stress pattern:
(37) dándo (giving) dándo-nos-los (giving us them)
In summary, it appears that we are faced with a somewhat uncomfortable choice. Either we accept the criteria proposed by Zwicky and conclude that some clitics are affixal in nature and some are syntactically independent morphemes, or we reject the notion that Zwicky's criteria determine the status of clitics, either individually or collectively.
Clitics as phrasal affixes
One way out of this dilemma can be constructed along the following lines. The typical property of words is that they combine with other words or phrases to form phrases. The typical property of an affix is that it combines with (part of) a word to form a word. We might now assume that clitics are elements which are bound, but which combine with words or phrases to form phrases. In other words, we might assign to clitics the status of phrasal affixes. This line of thinking, developed by Carstairs 1981 and many others, is, in a way, the easy way out: if clitics cannot be either A or B, let us define a third type of element C. Nevertheless, there appears to be some direct evidence for this view. In particular, this solution would accommodate such otherwise unclassifiable phenomena as the English genitive marker -'s. This morpheme appears to be aselective with respect to the immediately preceding word, but selective with respect to the immediately preceding phrase. In other words, it attaches to a noun phrase, regardless of what word that noun phrase ends in.
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(38) The woman I met yesterday's dog. Those that came's award. To anyone who was there's surprise.
Once we "capitulate" and accept that clitics are neither truly independent words nor real affixes and hence have to constitute a class of elements in their own right, there are several ways we can go. The phrasal affix hypothesis is then only one of several possibilities. From a phonological perspective, the situation is not much clearer. Some of the examples cited above show that while clitics are phonologically more active than fully regular syntactic combinations of words and phrases, they are at the same time resistant to a number of phonological processes that occur within the word proper. Of course, even within words such differences must be accepted. Particularly well-known is the distinction between class I affixation and class II affixation. Take example (35) above. The English prefix in-is a class I prefix while un-is a class II prefix. The example shows that class I affixes can affect stress while class II affixes do not. Similarly, class I prefixes are subject to nasal assimilation while class II prefixes are not. This is illustrated in (39).
Importantly, however, clitics cannot be simply identified with one of these two classes of affixes.
18 Nespor & Vogel (1986: 151ff) argue that host+clitic combinations are subject to phonological processes that are different from those operating at the word level. Consider again stress shift in Modern Greek. This shift takes place whenever stress is separated by more than two syllables from the end of the host+clitic combination.
(40) a. When we approach the study of clitics from the perspective of French pronominal clitics, as we did here, the conclusion that syntax is involved is easy to arrive at. The clitics in question have a distribution that differs from that of the elements they are in complementary distribution with. But such direct indications of syntax are absent in a great many cases. Very often, clitics are simply weak, reduced forms of corresponding strong forms occurring in the same position, though the weak form may be phonologically bound in the sense that it forms a phonological unit with its host or, at least, requires the presence of a host. Zwicky (1977) The first two of these parameters are directly concerned with the position the clitic surfaces in. The DOMINANCE parameter determines whether the position of the clitic is defined with respect to the initial/final constituent of the relevant phrase. The PRECEDENCE parameter then determines whether the clitic comes before or after that constituent. Schematically:
If, in a given language, clitics (() are defined with respect to domain ", then the DOMINANCE parameter determines that they must be positioned either relative to A (initial) or relative to F (final). If the value for PRECEDENCE is before, the clitic precedes A and F respectively, if it is after, the clitic follows A and F respectively. Hence, ( are possible clitic positions, while ( 1/2/6/7 3/4/5
are not. In terms of this system, the well-known observation, due to Wackernagel 1892, that clitics have a tendency to occur in the second position is expressed by saying that the parameter setting for these clitics is DOM(initial), PREC(after). The third parameter, PHONOLOGICAL LIAISON, states that a clitic can be phonologically dependent on the preceding constituent (enclitic) or on the following consituent (proclitic). This distinction is independent of the above syntactic parameters. Thus, in (43) the clitic ( could be enclitic on A or proclitic on B. Similarly, ( could be enclitic on E or proclitic on 2 6 F. Put differently, the syntactic host need not correspond to the phonological host. As an example of the latter type, consider clitics in the Australian language Nganhcara as described in It must be noted here, that there is a considerable distance between most of the "mainstream" generative research reported on above and below on the one hand, and the type of taxonomy presented by Klavans. If all the elements in Klavans' description are clitics in some theoretical sense, then current theory would have to be enriched considerably in order to deal with the properties of a system such as that depicted in (45). Suffice it to note, here, that no one has stood up to the challenge as yet.
Theoretical issues
As the theory of transformational dependencies (movement, binding relations, chains, etc.) began to take shape in the course of the seventies and eighties, it became increasingly important to classify the relationship between (special) clitics and the corresponding (canonical) non-clitic positions (henceforth the source position, SP) in terms of this theory. The methodological point of departure, the implicit assumption underlying most of the work on the topic, was, of course, that there is a unique and well-defined concept of clitic for which each of these questions would have a unique and simple answer. As work progressed, however, it appeared that such a straightforward characterization of clitics was not available and that the pretheoretical notion of clitic may well encompass a certain latitude, a variety of subtypes that would correspond to deverging answers to the questions listed above. The research reported in the present volume testifies to this search for a more theoretically-based definition of the concept of clitic and to the attempt to map out the dimensions along which different subtypes of clitics can be situated.
Syntax vs. lexicon, movement vs. base-generation, derivation vs. representation
If we look at a simple cliticization case like (47a) in French, the corresponding structure is generally held to be more or less like in (47b). its source position, the empty NP, and adjoined to V. We may call the former approach the morphological, or lexical, analysis and the latter one the syntactic analysis. On the lexical analysis, the clitic would be base-generated and on the syntactic analysis it is moved. In yet other terms, the lexical analysis is a representational one, whereas the syntactic analysis is derivational in nature.
On the syntactic analysis, whose first and most prominent proponent is Kayne (1975) , the clitic originates in the source position and is adjoined to its verbal host. Whatever conditions apply to syntactic movement are also assumed to constrain clitic movement.
One important consideration that has been taken to argue against such an approach is the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, the rules of syntax may not affect the internal structure of words. On the assumption that X-is the level that separates morpholexical objects from syntactic objects, a movement of the clitic "into" a complex verb would be a violation of the Lexical Intergrity Hypothesis. This is the consideration that has given rise to lexicalist approaches to cliticization such as Rivas 1974 , 1977 , Strozer 1976 and Borer 1984 . This type of approach can be implemented in several ways. In one view, represented among others by Jaeggli 1982 Jaeggli , 1986 , the complex verb assigns the object 2-role to the NP-position, a requirement that follows from 2-theory, whereas case must be assigned to the clitic le since it is a lexical nominal element that requires case. The NP-position would then remain caseless on this view, which accounts for the fact that it must remain empty, as shown in (48 On an account like Jaeggli's, clitic doubling arises as a result of a morpho-syntactic distinction (or parameter) that cuts across the overall category of clitics: some clitics require case, resulting in the non-doubling configuration, other clitics can remain caseless, leaving case free to be assigned to the source position, thereby giving rise to the clitic doubling pattern.
The support that the lexical theory of cliticization derives from clitic doubling phenomena would seem to be stronger than the backing it gets from the Lexical Intergrity Hypothesis. This is so because any syntactic dependency across word boundaries in a clausal structure is by definition syntactic. In other words, with respect to the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis, it really does not matter whether the dependency linking le and [ e ] is analyzed as a case of movement or as a
case of something else (binding, chain formation). Under the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis, one could assume, of course, that the essential properties of the clitic, in particular its nominal features and its index, percolate to the containing head somehow. But then the burden of proof would be on the proponent of the lexical theory to show that such a device is not introduced exclusively to preserve the Lexical Intergrity Hypothesis in its strong form. The other side of the coin, then, is the question whether the clitic-verb combination can otherwise (i.e. abstracting away from the syntactic versatility of the clitic) be assumed to constitute a well-formed object in terms of a theory of the structure of words. The answer appears to be that this is far from obvious. Di Sciullo & Williams (1987) point out that several facts concerning the positioning of clitics are incompatible with the view that the clitic+verb combination is the result of a morphological rule. In particular, Romance clitics sometimes precede and sometimes follow their host verb, depending on whether the latter is finite or nonfinite, as in (50). (50) Voglio far lo.
The non-morphological status of the clitic is further confirmed by the phenomenon of clitic climbing, illustrated here by the relationship between (50a) and (50c). One way to reconcile the syntax of clitics with the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis would be to assume that the clitic+verb combination does not constitute V-but a unit of a higher bar-level. Such a proposal is defended in Jaeggli 1982. Such a position is problematic, however, in view of the need to constrain (a) the power of X-bar theory and (b) the options for movement. As for Xbar theory, a new bar level distinct from either the head or the phrase level would be required since the clitic+verb combination does not have any of the well-established phrasal properties. Similarly, a reasonably constrained theory of movement would limit the choices for the cliticsource relationship to two options: maximal phrase to maximal phrase, or head to head. Assuming the latter to be the only available option, a matter to be addressed in the next subsection, the clitic+verb combination must be the result of adjunction (base or derived) of a head to V-and must therefore itself have the status of V-as well.
The X-bar status of the clitic
Directly related to this is the question whether the dependency between the clitic and its source position should be considered a head-head dependency or a phrase-phrase dependency. In light of the remarks on the status of the clitic+verb combination in the preceding section, this question would seem to receive a relatively straightforward answer. If the clitic is adjoined to a verbal head (or to a head of a different category such as noun or a preposition), then the theory of movement (cf. Chomsky 1986 ) dictates that the clitic must be a head as well. The problem here is that it is 28 not obvious that clitics always have a host.
Take again the case of Dutch er. Er is a weak pronominal element, its strong 29 counterparts being daar (there) and waar (where). It is also a "special" pronominal element in that it has special syntax: it replaces regular neuter pronouns inside prepositional phrases, but instead of occurring in the canonical position of the object of the preposition it must be placed on the left of the preposition. (51) This type of movement cannot be easily identified with A-movement because the target position is not an argument position, at least not in any obvious sense. On the other hand, it clearly differs from wh-movement in that the target position is quite different. Taking these various properties together, it is perhaps fair to say that r-movement, as the process has come to be called, shares many properties with clitic movement, except that there does not seem to be a host. On this view, then, er, and other Germanic weak pronouns like it, might well be called clitics. For the sake of clarity of exposition, let us call these hostless clitics 30 (HLCs). But now the question whether the clitic is a head or a phrase arises again in full force. Note in particular that we cannot say that er is adjoined to P-at the first stage of the derivation and that hence it has to be a head at every subsequent step of the derivation as well. This is so because even in its pre-prepositional slot inside the PP it can be separated from the preposition by a modifying element, as in (53). (53 At this point both a phrasal movement analysis and a head movement analysis is imaginable. The most plausible line of reasoning in the former case is to assimilate the syntax of HLCs to scrambling phenomena in general. On this view, the placement of HLCs would be a special case of the free word order phenomena in the "middle field" of the clause, a phenomenon found in many languages and particularly common in head-final structures.
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On the second type of approach, the strategy would be to argue that while there is no overt host, the host is actually covert. Such an analysis rests heavily on the assumptions that the verbal projection is richly articulated with separate positions for such morphosyntactic categories as object agreement, subject agreement, tense, negation, etc. Such positions are identified in current generative theory as functional heads. Assuming that even in head-final structures the relevant functional heads may nevertheless be initial, we might then say that clitics of the type in question are true clitics in that they are heads that undergo head movement and are adjoined to the corresponding functional (but invisible) head. An analysis of Germanic clitics along these lines is proposed in Zwart 1993. 32 Observe finally that mixed analyses may also be appropriate. Assume, for example, that weak subject and object pronouns in Dutch and German, whose surface positions are essentially those illustrated for er in the above discussion, are analysed in terms of scrambling, that is, in terms of phrasal movement. An example is given in (54a). However, in German the clitics in question may also occur in the pre-subject position, as shown in (54b). (54) There are indications that in the latter case the clitic is adjoined to an overt host, viz. the complementizer. That is, we may assume that the clitic is head-adjoined to C-. Evidence comes from the fact that presubject clitics are excluded from complementizerless clauses as shown in (55 We may thus conclude that the question whether clitics are heads or phrases depends crucially on the legitimacy of the inclusion of HLCs in the category of clitics.
The domain of the clitic-source dependency
One of the main questions that both a movement and a base-generation analysis must address is that of the (constraints on) the distance between the clitic and the corresponding source position. As discussed above (section 2.2.), the two positions must be within the same minimal clause, modulo clitic climbing. As a prelude to any attempt at solving this problem, it would be good to know whether clitic movement is an instance of movement to an argument position (A-position) or to a non-argument position (}-position). The terminology seems to suggest a more straightforward answer to this question than is actually warranted. In the preceding section (3.2.) we have distinguished two plausible subcases of clitic movement: (a) head movement to some X--host, and (b) a scrambling-like phrasal movement. Neither of these is easily interpretable within the state of the art framework that was dominant in the mid eighties, viz. the Government & Binding theory of Chomsky 1981. Even Romance clitics were classified in terms of the standard classification of noun phrases, even though, as we have seen, they are presumably to be analyzed as heads. In most of the representative work such as Borer 1983 or Jaeggli 1986 , the clitic itself would be characterized as a pronoun ([+pronominal, -anaphoric]) or, in the case of reflexive clitics, as an anaphor ([-pronominal, +anaphoric] ). The source position, being lexically empty (at least in the non-doubling case) would then have to be a variable, an NP-trace, PRO or pro. On standard assumptions, it cannot be a variable because it is not bound by an operator-like element. 35 Furthermore, it cannot be an NP-trace since it is not argument bound. Clearly PRO is not an available option either since the source position, being a case position, is governed. The idea, then, was that it is pro. Under standard assumptions, pro would have to be licensed in some 36 manner. On the one hand it must be governed, which it is. On the other hand its features (the 37 specification for person, number, gender and case, i.e. its so-called L-features) must be identified by coindexation with the antecendent clitic.
None of this would imply a severe locality restriction on the clitic-source relation unless the clitic is forced to take the governor as its host. Only in the latter case will the clitic-source relation be subject to government, which would be sufficient to exclude an unbounded dependency. But in many cases the clitic is attached to some verbal element which is higher than the governor of its pro as in the Italian example (50a), repeated here as (57a), or in the French example (57b). (57) In both cases, the source position is governed by the closest verb, but the clitic is attached to some higher verb or auxiliary. Similarly, in French a clitic complement to an adjective will be attached not to the governing adjective itself but to the verbal part of the predicative expression, as shown in (58). (58 result of movement, a matter which is itself open to discussion, then at first sight A-movement is not an option since movement is not to any position that could easily be identified as an argument position. On the other hand, movement does not result in an operator-variable structure in any obvious way either. If anything scrambling seems to share some properties of both. The paradox can be illustrated in examples like (60) 
Concluding Remark
Unavoidably, many aspects of the theory of clitics have not been touched upon in this brief overview. And as announced in the introduction, many of the questions that arise in connection with the interpretation of clitic phenomena are entirely open. It is this state of affairs, in fact, which, together with the challenge that the syntax of clitics provides for theoretical typology, led to the decision that clitics should be one of the nine topics singled out for special study in the ESF EUROTYP project. The research carried out in this project has shed some light on some of these questions. At the same time it has led to many others. Such is the nature of scientific enquiry and progress.
7.
Kayne does discuss certain potential counterexamples such as Je l'ai vu qui courait à toute vitesse ('I him saw that/who ran at full speed' = 'I saw him running at full speed'). Cf. Kayne 1975: 126. As Kayne points ou,t this construction is subject to many rather idiosyncratic constraints and can be ignored in the present discussion.
8.
The term seems to be due to Aissen & Perlmutter 1976 , which appeared in a revised and expanded version as Aissen & Perlmutter 1983 . However, the term may go back as far as Rivas 1974 "Impersonal sentences and their interaction with clitic movement in Spanish", an unpublished MIT paper that is not accessible to me.
9.
See among many others Aissen 1974 , Evers 1975 , Zubizarreta 1985 10.
This means, in fact, that there is no grammatical way to express such a sentence, unless one of the two clitics is replaced by the corresponding strong form.
11.
This was pointed out to me by Anna Cardinaletti.
12.
These examples are from Renzi 1988: 588 in chapter XI,2 on clitic pronouns, written by Andrea Calabrese.
13.
Anna Cardinaletti informs me, for example, that she rejects both.
14.
It should be pointed out that the rule of intervocalic s voicing also fails to apply in many morpheme combinations that are standardly considered to be affixal, cf.
These examples are also from Nespor & Vogel 1986: 127 -128. 15.
The examples are from Scalise 1984: 84. 16.
It must be noted, however, that the acceptability of such examples is subject to considerable variability.
17.
The examples are again from Scalise 1984. 18.
For more discussion, see also Berendsen 1986. 19.
This is a simplified version of Table 1 . from Nespor & Vogel 1986: 16. 20.
This is a 1980 dissertation, which was distributed by the Indiana University Linguistics Club in 1982 and which is now to appear in the Garland outstanding dissertations in linguistics series.
21.
There are also cases in which the clitic follows the syntactic host.
22.
There is an error in the gloss of Klavans' example (29) which I have corrected in the text rendering of her example.
23.
It is not possible, within the context of the present article, to provide full explanations of the theoretical terms and considerations that are mentioned in the text. For some background information, the reader is referred to Williams 1986 and Haegeman 1991. 24. Chomsky (1981) restricts the use of the notion chain to the result of movement, but in later work including Chomsky 1986 and Rizzi 1986 the concept is extended to dependencies that do not result from movement.
25.
A-dependencies are those found between two argument positions, for example the relationship between the subject and the object positions in the passive construction, or the relation between the matrix subject position and the embedded subject position in raising constructions. }-dependencies are those between a non-argument position and an argument position as illustrated, for example, by wh-movement in questions or relative clauses.
26.
Note that the issue of base-generation is independent of whether the clitic-verb combination is a word-level-type unit or whether instead they are syntactically independent but juxtaposed elements, for example a verbal head with an adjacent functional head. On the latter view, the closer association between the host and the clitic could be the consequence of some additional process which in turn could be syntactic or phonological in nature.
27.
These examples are from Borer 1986: 4. 28.
Under this version of the theory, movement is often said to be structure preserving. I avoid that term here because it leads to confusion with the theory of structure preserving movement of Emonds 1976. Under the latter theory, movement is structure preserving because NPs move to NP positions, verbs move to verb positions, etc. In other words, this theory is essentially about the preservation of categorial identity. Chomsky's proposal is about the preservation of X-bar level status: phrases adjoin to phrases, heads to heads. It would have been preferable to use the term level preservation for the latter idea. The two theories are not incompatible, but they are conceptually independent of each other. The constraint on movement (phrases move to phrasal positions and heads move to head positions) entails that movement may only affect heads and (maximal) phrases. Note that it is an open question whether movement itself is constrained in this way, or whether movement is free but the output of movement is subject to a well-formedness condition that filters out "dangling" non-maximal phrases, as suggested in Van Riemsdijk 1989. 29.
See Van Riemsdijk 1978 for an extensive analysis. The discussion in the text will be limited to prepositional er, one of four different subtypes of the same word.
30.
In their contribution to the present volume, Cardinaletti & Starke propose that there is three-way distinction rather than a two-way distinction: strong elements --weak elements --clitics.
31.
See Corver & Van Riemsdijk 1994 for relevant materials.
32.
Zwart's analysis limits itself to subject, direct object and indirect object clitics. It is not entirely clear if such an analysis can be extended to rclitics of the type discussed in the text..
33.
The word order in such complementizerless complement clauses is verb second. If the position of the verb is rigidly second, then the order would be "...es sollte der Hans..." rather than the order given in the text example. However, both orders are entirely ungrammatical.
34.
In a framework that makes use of functional heads (in addition to lexical heads), the status of nominal clitics may well be that of D(P) (determiner) rather than N(P). This complication has been disregarded in the text.
35
. But see Aoun 1985 for an elaboration of the notions of variable and }-binding in which the clitic-source relation is straightforwardly characterizable as an }-dependency.
36.
See in particular Sportiche 1983 for insightful discussion of these options and their interpretation in terms of the choice between A-movement and }-movement.
37.
See Chomsky 1982 for some pertinent proposals.
38.
Cf. particularly Koopman 1984 , Baker 1988 and much subsequent work.
39.
One way of avoiding the problems that arise from the interaction between citic movement and the HMC is adopt the proposal in Chomsky 1986 to derive the HMC from the Empty Category Principle (ECP). Cases of apparent violations of the HMC would then be those in which the ECP is nevertheless obeyed. See Ouhalla 1988 , Lema & Rivero 1990 , Roberts 1991 and Dobrovie-Sorin 1993 for proposals along these lines, and Haverkort 1993 for a critique of these approaches as well as for yet another alternative in terms of the notion of relativized minimality as developed in Rizzi 1990 . These various proposals go well beyond what can reasonably be called the state of the art. Furthermore their discussion would require a highly technical exposé. Therefore we will not go into these matters any further here.
